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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed/RCE on 1 1/17/2004. 

2. Claims 1-3, and 5-27 remain pending. Claims 28 - 33 have been cancelled at the 
request of the Applicant. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1, 9, 10, 18, 19, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

The specification does not adequately define what a "type of probe" means in the last 
new limitation of the referenced claims reading: "compress(ing) the difference information 
such that the type of probe is independent of the type of data to be compressed (type of 
profiling data)." The specification refers to the well-known use of a probe to collect 
information of interest (data) to the developer at certain points in a computer program under test 
(page 1 and page 8), but makes no reference to a "type of probe." This amounts to new matter, 
and does not appear to add any useful information to the claim limitation. 
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5. Claims 1, 9, 10, 18, 19, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

It is not clear what relationship, if any, the "type of probe" has with respect to the type of 
data to be compressed or the type of profiling data as presented in the last limitation, which 
reads: "compress(ing) the difference information such that the type of probe is independent 
of the type of data to be compressed (type of profiling data)." When a probe collects 
information into a buffer, the information then appears to be processed (in this case compressed) 
independent of the probe. It is not clear from the specification or the claims how the probe 
would have any "type" relationship to the data; or how the "type of probe" might in some way 
have an implied dependent relationship to the type of data being compressed. The specification 
seems to indicate that the final step comprises the difference information being compressed as a 
function of only the type of data (see page 1 1, second full paragraph). The reference to the "type 
of probe" is, therefore, confusing. 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 
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The first limitation reads, "collecting the data to be compressed using at least one 
probe," but it is not clear from the claim where the data comes from and consequently it is 
unclear what is being probed to obtain the data. In a broad interpretation, the probe may obtain 
data, for example, from a transducer to be input to a program, monitoring data on a bus, or 
monitoring a section of code for profiling information in a function. The other independent 
claims more clearly indicate which data is being collected; for example, claim 9 refers to 
profiling data, and claims 10, 18, 19, and 27 refer to collection of profiling data during execution 
of an application. 



Oaim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 1, 10, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 6,108,027 (hereinafter referred to as Andrews). 

In regard to claim 1, Andrews discloses a method of compressing data: 
"collecting the data to be compressed using at least one probe " 
Andrews must inherently have an information collection mechanism to collect data for 
the difference computation. 
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"determining difference information as a function of the data to be compressed; " 

Andrews discloses that difference information is determined as a function of the 

compressed video information (column 1, line 53 - 62). 

"responding to the difference information satisfying a size constraint by encoding the 
difference information with reference to a set of commonly occurring difference values 
for a type of data to be compressed. " 

The Andrews invention encodes the difference information with reference to a commonly 
occurring difference values for the image data (column 1, lines 56 - 62). 
"accumulating the difference information in a buffer; " 
See Figure 4, ref no. 314. 

"compressing the difference information such that the type of probe is independent of the 
type of data to be compressed. " 

See the 35 USC § 1 12, first paragraph above. 
In regard to claim 10: 

Claim 10 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 
forth in the rejection of claim 1 (a method). 

In regard to claim 19: 

Claim 19 (a computer arrangement) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put forth in 
the rejection of claim 1 (a method). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 2, 1 1, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 6,108,027 in view of Perkins et al:, U.S. Patent 5,828,414 
(hereinafter referred to as Perkins). 

In regard to claim 2, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 above: 

" ..before determining the difference information, store an initial counter value for the 
data to be compressed " 

Andrews does not teach the storing of a counter value before determining difference 
information. However, Perkins does teach storing a counter value before completing a 
difference computation (column 6, lines 59 - 67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the compression function based 
on difference information as taught by Andrews with the storage of counter information before 
calculating the difference information in jitter removal as taught by Perkins, because storing 
counter information before the difference calculation allows the control information to be 
decoded and implemented in the processing of a signal without other reference information. 
In regard to claim 11, incorporating the rejection of claim 10 above: 
Claim 1 1 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 
forth in the rejection of claim 2 (a method). 
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In regard to claim 20, incorporating the rejection of claim 19 above: 
Claim 20 (a computer arrangement) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put forth in 
the rejection of claim 2 (a method). 

12. Claims 3, 12, 13, 21, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 6,108,027 in view of Masters, U.S. Patent 5,212,772. 

In regard to claim 3, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 above: 

"storing the contents of the buffer in a profiling data file in response to the buffer 
accumulating to a predetermined amount of difference information. " 

Andrews does not teach storing difference information in a file when a predetermined 

amount of data is received. However, Masters does teach accumulating difference information 

in a buffer, and storing the contents in a file upon receiving a predetermined amount of 

information (column 4, lines 35 - 66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 

the art at the time the invention was made to combine the compression function based on 

difference information as taught by Andrews with accumulating and storing of difference 

information in a buffer as taught by Masters because of the efficiency gained by buffering data 

and then writing only when the buffer is full rather than making write calls whenever any data is 

available. 

In regard to claim 12, incorporating the rejection of claim 10 above: 
Claim 12 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 
forth in the rejection of claim 3 (a method). 



Application/Control Number: 09/722,77 r 4 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2124 

In regard to claim 13, incorporating the rejection of claim 12: 
Claim 13 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 
forth in the rejection of claim 3 (a method). 

In regard to claim 21, incorporating the rejection of claim 19 above: 
Claim 21 (a computer arrangement) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put forth in 
the rejection of claim 3 (a method). 

In regard to claim 22, incorporating the rejection of claim 21 : 

Claim 22 (a computer arrangement) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put forth in 
the rejection of claim 3 (a method). 



13. Claims 5, 14, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 6,108,027 in view of Edwards et al., U.S. Patent 6,615,370 

(hereinafter referred to as Edwards). 

In regard to claim 5, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 above: 

"...the difference information is timestamp difference information, .with reference to a 
set of commonly occurring timestamp difference values. " 

Andrews does not encode difference information based on a timestamp. However, 
Edwards teaches the comparison of timestamp information with reference to a predetermined 
time (column 8, lines 34 - 49) and encodes the timestamp information for trace messages. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the compression function based on difference information as taught by 
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Andrews with the use of timestamp information as taught by Edwards because the timestamp 

information could be encoded (compressed) in a trace message as taught by Edwards. 
In regard to claim 14, incorporating the rejection of claim 10 above: 
Claim 14 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 

forth in the rejection of claim 5 (a method). 

In regard to claim 23, incorporating the rejection of claim 19 above: 

Claim 23 (a computer arrangement) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put forth in 

the rejection of claim 5 (a method). 

14. Claims 6, 15, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 6,108,027 in view of Faillace, U.S. Patent Re. 3 1,903 and further in 

view of Edwards et al., U.S. Patent 6,615,370. 

In regard to claim 6, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 above: 

"Encoding the difference information ..with reference to a set of commonly occurring 
stack difference values; " 

Andrews does not teach use of a stack for difference values. However, Faillace teaches a 
stack for storing the absolute value of difference information (column 10, line 56 to column 11, 
line 8), but does not teach encoding the difference information. Edwards teaches encoding of 
timestamp difference information (column 8, lines 34 - 49) for trace messages. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the compression function based on difference information as taught by Andrews with the use of 
difference information in a stack as taught by Faillace modified by the encoding of difference 
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information as taught by Edwards because the combination provides a means to store difference 
information to compute errors as taught by Faillace (column 1 1, lines 1 and 2) and encode it for 
messaging as taught by Edwards (column 8, lines 48 - 49) . 
"Reconstructing a sign of the stack difference ..." 

Andrews does not teach the reconstruction of a sign of stack differences. However, 
Faillace teaches a stack for storing the absolute value of difference information and means to 
reconstruct the sign (column 1 1, lines 3 - 8). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the compression function based 
on difference information as taught by Andrews with the use of stacks and the reconstruction of a 
sign as taught by Faillace because the difference information of control data in the Andrews 
invention would then have a means to recover any necessary signed information relevant to the 
compressed data. 

In regard to claim 15, incorporating the rejection of claim 10 above: 

Claim 15 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 

forth in the rejection of claim 6 (a method). 

In regard to claim 24, incorporating the rejection of claim 19 above: 

Claim 24 (a computer arrangement) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put forth in 

the rejection of claim 6 (a method). 

15. Claims 7, 16, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 6,108,027 in view of Kovalev, U.S. Patent 6,339,616. 
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In regard to claim 7: 

"...dividing a quantity represented by the difference information by four before 
encoding ... " 

Andrews teaches the use a compression function based on difference information 
(column 1, line 50 - column 2, line 6), but does not disclose division of difference information 
by a positive integer before encoding. However, Kovalev teaches division of a difference value 
by a positive integer before being encoded (column 12, lines 24 - 42). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
compression function based on difference information as taught by Andrews with division of the 
difference information by an integer as taught by Kovalev because the division provides proper 
boundaries for the difference as taught by Kovalev at column 12, lines 32 - 37. 

In regard to claim 16: 

Claim 16 (a computer readable medium) is allowed for the corresponding reasons put 
forth in the allowance of claim 7 (a method). 
In regard to claim 25: 

Claim 25 (a computer arrangement) is allowed for the corresponding reasons put forth in 
the allowance of claim 7 (a method). 

16. Claims 8, 17, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 6,108,027 in view of Faillace, U.S. Patent Re. 31,903, further in view 
of Edwards et al., U.S. Patent 6,615,370, and further in view of Maxwell, U.S. Patent 6,106,571. 
In regard to claim 8, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 
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" ...if the type of data to be compressed is stack data collected upon entry to and exit 
from a function, recording a single difference value for the stack data. " 

Andrews teaches the implementation of a compression function based on difference 

information, but neither Andrews nor Faillace nor Edwards teaches the use of a stack for 

difference values collected from entry from and exit from a function. However, Maxwell teaches 

difference information collected from entry from and exit from a function (column 3, lines 53 - 

67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 

made to combine the compression function based on difference information as taught by 

Andrews with the use of difference information in a stack as taught by Faillace modified by the 

encoding of difference information as taught by Edwards, further modified by the collection of 

difference information upon entry to and exit from a function enabling the invention of Andrews 

to process time stamp data for the purpose of collecting information about the time spent 

calculating a function as taught by Maxwell (column 3, lines 57-61) and evaluating the 

efficiency of the function. 

In regard to claim 17, incorporating the rejection of claim 10 above: 

Claim 17 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 

forth in the rejection of claim 8 (a method). 

In regard to claim 26, incorporating the rejection of claim 19 above: 

Claim 26 (a computer arrangement) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put forth in 

the rejection of claim 8 (a method). 
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17. Claims 9, 18, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maxwell, U.S. Patent 6,106,571 in view of Faillace, U.S. Patent Re. 31,903, further in view of 
Bodnar et al., U.S. Patent 6,295,541, and further in view of Andrews et al., U.S. Patent 
6,108,027. 

In regard to claim 9, Maxwell discloses a means to process profiling data: 
"collecting the profiling data using at least one probe; " 

Maxwell collects time stamp information to be used as a performance statistic the 
profiling report (column 3, lines 53 - 67). 

"determining the difference information as a Junction of the type of profiling data; " 
Maxwell determines difference information based on profiling data (time stamp information) to 
calculate execution time (column 3, lines 57 - 61). 

"if the profiling data is time stamp data. . ; " Maxwell does not teach encoding the 
difference information. However, Andrews teaches the use of timestamp information in the 
compression function based on difference information (column 1, line 50 - column 2, line 6), 
and Bodnar teaches the comparison of timestamp information with reference to a range 
(commonly occurring) of timestamp information (column 28, lines 46 - 67). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
compression function based on difference information as taught by Andrews modified by 
Maxwell to enable the processing of time stamp difference information, and further modified by 
Bodnar to reference the time stamp information to commonly occurring time stamp values, 
because the timestamp difference information could be used for synchronization or performance 
monitoring functions in the system. 
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"if the profiling data is stack data; 

"encoding the difference information as an unsigned quantity... " 

Maxwell does not teach the use of a stack or encoding the difference information. 
However, Andrews teaches the use a compression function based on difference information 
(column 1, line 50 - column 2, line 6), and Faillace teaches a stack for storing the absolute value 
of difference information (column 10, line 56 to column 11, line 8). Storing data in a stack is 
well known in the art for its last in first out capability, and could be useful in the synchronization 
of encoding/decoding functions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine the compression function based on difference 
information as taught by Andrews with the use of difference information as taught by Maxwell, 
and further modified by Faillace implementing difference information in a stack, because the last 
in first out feature of a stack allows the difference data to be correlated with other corresponding 
information in the system. 

"reconstructing the sign of the stack differences... " 

Maxwell does not teach the reconstruction of a sign of stack differences. However, 
Faillace implements a stack for storing the absolute value of difference information and means to 
reconstruct the sign (column 1 1, lines 3 - 8). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine difference information of the 
profiling data as taught by Maxwell with the use of stacks and the reconstruction of a sign as 
taught by Faillace because the difference information of profile data could then be matched with 
any necessary sign information relevant to the data. 
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"accumulating the difference information in a buffer; " 

Maxwell does not teach the use of a stack or encoding the difference information. 

However, Andrews teaches the use a compression function based on difference information 

(column 1, line 50 - column 2, line 6), and storage in a buffer for transmission (e.g., Figure 1, 

ref. no. 314). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 

invention was made to combine the compression function and buffering based on difference 

information as taught by Andrews with the use of difference information as taught by Maxwell, 

because the buffering would be needed to hold information and regulate release of the 

information for processing. 

"compressing the difference information such that the type of probe is independent of the 
type of data to be compressed. " 

See the 35 USC § 1 12, first paragraph above. 

In regard to claim 18, incorporating the rejection of claim 10 above: 
Claim 1 8 (a computer readable medium) is rejected for the corresponding reasons put 
forth in the rejection of claim 9 (a method). 



In regard to claim 27, incorporating the rejection of claim 19 above: 



the 




TODD INGBERG 
PRIMA r t-.x ^ MINER 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 11/17/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive in view of the 35 U.S.C. 1 12 problems address above. 

Conclusion 

18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lawrence Shrader whose telephone number is (703) 305-8046. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 08:00-16:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for regular 
communications and (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

Lawrence Shrader 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2124 



December 2, 2004 



